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guaranty funds or agencies, agencies
that are rating you, persons that are
assessing your compliance with
industry standards, and your attorneys,
accountants, and auditors;

(4) To the extent specifically
permitted or required under other
provisions of law and in accordance
with the Right to Financial Privacy Act
of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.), to law
enforcement agencies (including
government regulators), self-regulatory
organizations, or for an investigation on
a matter related to public safety;

(5)(i) To a consumer reporting agency
in accordance with the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq., or

(ii) From a consumer report reported
by a consumer reporting agency;

(6) In connection with a proposed or
actual sale, merger, transfer, or exchange
of all or a portion of a business or
operating unit if the disclosure of
nonpublic personal information
concerns solely consumers of such
business or unit; or

(7) (i) To comply with federal, state or
local laws, rules and other applicable
legal requirements;

(ii) To comply with a properly
authorized civil, criminal or regulatory
investigation, or subpoena or summons
by federal, state or local authorities; or

(iii) To respond to judicial process or
government regulatory authorities
having jurisdiction over you for
examination, compliance or other
purposes as authorized by law.

(b) Examples of consent and
revocation of consent. 

(1) A consumer may specifically
consent to your disclosure to a
nonaffiliated insurance company of the
fact that the consumer has applied to
you for a mortgage so that the insurance
company can offer homeowner’s
insurance to the consumer.

(2) A consumer may revoke consent
by subsequently exercising the right to
opt out of future disclosures of
nonpublic personal information as
permitted under § 716.8(d).

§ 716.12 Limits on redisclosure and reuse
of information.

(a) Limits on your redisclosure and
reuse. 

(1) Except as otherwise provided in
this part, if you receive nonpublic
personal information about a consumer
from a nonaffiliated financial
institution, you must not, directly or
through an affiliate, disclose the
information to any other person that is
not affiliated with either the financial
institution or you, unless the disclosure
would be lawful if the financial
institution made it directly to such other
person.

(2) You may use nonpublic personal
information about a consumer that you
receive from a nonaffiliated financial
institution in accordance with an
exception under §§ 716.9, 716.10 or
716.11 only for the purpose of that
exception.

(b) Limits on redisclosure and the
reuse by other persons. 

(1) Except as otherwise provided in
this part, if you disclose nonpublic
personal information about a consumer
to a nonaffiliated third party, that party
must not, directly or through an
affiliate, disclose the information to any
other person that is not affiliated with
either the third party or you, unless the
disclosure would be lawful if you made
it directly to such other person.

(2) A nonaffiliated third party may
use nonpublic personal information
about a consumer that it receives from
you in accordance with an exception
under §§ 716.9, 716.10 or 716.11 only
for the purpose of that exception.

§ 716.13 Limits on sharing of account
number information for marketing
purposes.

You must not, directly or through an
affiliate, disclose, other than to a
consumer reporting agency, an account
number or similar form of access
number or access code for a credit card
account, share account or transaction
account of a consumer to any
nonaffiliated third party for use in
telemarketing, direct mail marketing or
other marketing through electronic mail
to the consumer.

§ 716.14 Protection of Fair Credit
Reporting Act.

Nothing in this part shall be
construed to modify, limit, or supersede
the operation of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.),
and no inference shall be drawn on the
basis of the provisions of this part
regarding whether information is
transaction or experience information
under section 603 of that Act.

§ 716.15 Relation to state laws.
(a) In general. This part shall not be

construed as superseding, altering, or
affecting any statute, regulation, order or
interpretation in effect in any state,
except to the extent that such state
statute, regulation, order or
interpretation is inconsistent with the
provisions of this part, and then only to
the extent of the inconsistency.

(b) Greater protection under state law.
For purposes of this section, a state
statute, regulation, order or
interpretation is not inconsistent with
the provisions of this part if the
protection such statute, regulation,
order or interpretation affords any

consumer is greater than the protection
provided under this part, as determined
by the Federal Trade Commission, after
consultation with the National Credit
Union Administration, on the Federal
Trade Commission’s own motion or
upon the petition of any interested
party.

§ 716.16 Effective date; transition rule.
(a) Effective date. This part is effective

November 13, 2000.
(b) Notice requirement for consumers

who were your members or nonmember
customers on the effective date. No later
than thirty days after the effective date
of this part, you must provide an initial
notice, as required by § 716.4, to
consumers who were your members or
nonmember customers on the effective
date of this part.

PART 741—REQUIREMENTS FOR
INSURANCE

1. The authority citation for part 741
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1757, 1766, and 1781–
1790. Section 741.4 is also authorized by 31
U.S.C. 3717.

2. Add § 741.220 to part 741 to read
as follows:

§ 741.220 Privacy of consumer financial
information.

Any credit union which is insured
pursuant to Title II of the Act must
adhere to the requirements stated in part
716 of this chapter.

[FR Doc. 00–4814 Filed 2–29–00; 8:45 am]
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Airworthiness Directives; Bell
Helicopter Textron Canada (BHTC)
Model 222, 222B, 222U, and 230
Helicopters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This document proposes the
adoption of a new airworthiness
directive (AD) applicable to BHTC
Model 222, 222B, 222U, and 230
helicopters. This proposal would
require inspecting each flapping bearing
to yoke attachment bolt (bolt) and
replacing each bolt that shows thread
damage, shank wear, or corrosion
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pitting with an airworthy bolt. This
proposal is prompted by the discovery
of a fractured bolt during a post-flight
inspection. The actions specified by the
proposed AD are intended to prevent a
fracture of a bolt, failure of the bearing
and yoke interface, and subsequent loss
of control of the helicopter.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before May 1, 2000.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
triplicate to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Office of the
Regional Counsel, Southwest Region,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 99–SW–43–
AD, 2601 Meacham Blvd., Room 663,
Fort Worth, Texas. Comments may be
inspected at this location between 9:00
a.m. and 3:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays.

The service information referenced in
the proposed rule may be obtained from
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada, 12,800
Rue de l’Avenir, Mirabel, Quebec
JON1LO, telephone (800) 463–3036, fax
(514) 433–0272. This information may
be examined at the FAA, Office of the
Regional Counsel, Southwest Region,
Room 663, Fort Worth, Texas.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sharon Miles, Aerospace Engineer,
FAA, Rotorcraft Directorate, Rotorcraft
Standards Staff, Fort Worth, Texas
76193–0111, telephone (817) 222–5122,
fax (817) 222–5961.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited
Interested persons are invited to

participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communications
should identify the Rules Docket
number and be submitted in triplicate to
the address specified above. All
communications received on or before
the closing date for comments, specified
above, will be considered before taking
action on the proposed rule. The
proposals contained in this notice may
be changed in light of the comments
received.

Comments are specifically invited on
the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the proposed rule. All comments
submitted will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested persons. A report
summarizing each FAA-public contact
concerned with the substance of this
proposal will be filed in the Rules
Docket.

Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this notice

must submit a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: ‘‘Comments to
Docket No. 99–SW–43–AD.’’ The
postcard will be date stamped and
returned to the commenter.

Availability of NPRMs

Any person may obtain a copy of this
NPRM by submitting a request to the
FAA, Office of the Regional Counsel,
Southwest Region, Attention: Rules
Docket No. 99–SW–43–AD, 2601
Meacham Blvd., Room 663, Fort Worth,
Texas 76137.

Discussion

Transport Canada, the airworthiness
authority for Canada, notified the FAA
that an unsafe condition may exist on
BHTC Model 222, 222B, 222U, and 230
helicopters. Transport Canada advises
that an inspection revealed a fractured
bolt due to stress corrosion. Stress-
corrosion from a combination of
mechanical wear, fatigue, and
environmental exposure caused the bolt
to fail.

BHTC has issued Alert Service
Bulletins (ASB’s) 230–98–15, 222–98–
83, and 222U–98–54, all dated October
12, 1998, which specify inspecting the
bolts and replacing each bolt that shows
thread damage, shank wear, or corrosion
pitting with an airworthy bolt.
Transport Canada classified these ASB’s
as mandatory and issued AD’s CF–99–
12 and CF–99–13, both dated April 21,
1999, to ensure the continued
airworthiness of these helicopters in
Canada.

These helicopter models are
manufactured in Canada and are type
certificated for operation in the United
States under the provisions of section
21.29 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 21.29) and the
applicable bilateral airworthiness
agreement. Pursuant to this bilateral
airworthiness agreement, Transport
Canada has kept the FAA informed of
the situation described above. The FAA
has examined the findings of Transport
Canada, reviewed all available
information, and determined that AD
action is necessary for products of these
type designs that are certificated for
operation in the United States.

Since an unsafe condition has been
identified that is likely to exist or
develop on other BHTC Model 222,
222B, 222U, and 230 helicopters of the
same type designs registered in the
United States, the proposed AD would
require inspecting the bolts and
replacing each bolt that shows thread
damage, shank wear, or corrosion with
an airworthy bolt.

The FAA estimates that 101
helicopters of U.S. registry would be
affected by this proposed AD, that it
would take approximately 3 work hours
per helicopter to accomplish the
proposed actions, and that the average
labor rate is $60 per work hour.
Required parts would cost
approximately $20 per bolt. Based on
these figures, the total cost impact of the
proposed AD on U.S. operators is
estimated to be $20,200.

The regulations proposed herein
would not have a substantial direct
effect on the States, on the relationship
between the national government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
it is determined that this proposal
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that this proposed regulation: (1)
Is not a ‘‘significant regulatory action’’
under Executive Order 12866; (2) is not
a ‘‘significant rule’’ under the DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034, February 26, 1979); and (3) if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A copy of the draft
regulatory evaluation prepared for this
action is contained in the Rules Docket.
A copy of it may be obtained by
contacting the Rules Docket at the
location provided under the caption
ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration proposes to amend part
39 of the Federal Aviation Regulations
(14 CFR part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§ 39.13 [Amended]
2. Section 39.13 is amended by

adding a new airworthiness directive to
read as follows:
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada: Docket No.

99–SW–43–AD.
Applicability: Model 222 helicopters, serial

number (S/N) 47006 through 47089; Model
222B helicopters, S/N 47131 through 47156;
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Model 222U helicopters, S/N 47501 through
47574; and Model 230 helicopters, S/N 23001
through 23038 inclusive, certificated in any
category.

Note 1: This AD applies to each helicopter
identified in the preceding applicability
provision, regardless of whether it has been
otherwise modified, altered, or repaired in
the area subject to the requirements of this
AD. For helicopters that have been modified,
altered, or repaired so that the performance
of the requirements of this AD is affected, the
owner/operator must request approval for an
alternative method of compliance in
accordance with paragraph (b) of this AD.
The request should include an assessment of
the effect of the modification, alteration, or
repair on the unsafe condition addressed by

this AD; and, if the unsafe condition has not
been eliminated, the request should include
specific proposed actions to address it.

Compliance: Required within 150 hours
time-in-service, unless accomplished
previously.

To prevent the fracture of a flapping
bearing to yoke attachment bolt (bolt), failure
of the bearing and yoke interface, and
subsequent loss of control of the helicopter,
accomplish the following:

(a) Remove one bolt at a time and inspect
each bolt located as shown in Figure 1.

Note 2: For main rotor hubs installed on
rotorcraft, the bolts may be removed,
inspected, and installed one at a time.

Note 3: Bell Helicopter Textron Canada
Alert Service Bulletins 230–98–15, 222–98–
83, and 222U–98–54, all dated October 12,
1998, pertain to the subject of this AD.

(1) Clean each bolt with a cloth dampened
with methyl ethyl ketone, RHO SOLV756,
Desoto 110, or equivalent.

(2) Visually inspect each bolt and discard
those that have thread damage, shank wear,
or corrosion.

(3) Apply corrosion preventative
compound MIL-C–16173 GR2, or equivalent,
to the shank of the bolt only.

(4) Install, torque, and lockwire each bolt.
(5) Coat each bolt head and nut with

corrosion preventative compound MIL–C–
16173 GR1 or equivalent.
BILLING CODE 4910–13–U

BILLING CODE 4910–13–C
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(b) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager, Regulations
Group, Rotorcraft Directorate, FAA.
Operators shall submit their requests through
an FAA Principal Maintenance Inspector,
who may concur or comment and then send
it to the Manager, Regulations Group.

Note 4: Information concerning the
existence of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Regulations Group.

(c) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with §§ 21.197 and 21.199 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 21.197
and 21.199) to operate the helicopter to a
location where the requirements of this AD
can be accomplished.

Note 5: The subject of this AD is addressed
in Transport Canada (Canada) AD’s CF–99–
12 and CF–99–13, both dated April 21, 1999.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on February
22, 2000.
Henry A. Armstrong,
Manager, Rotorcraft Directorate, Aircraft
Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 00–4798 Filed 2–29–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–U

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Office of the Secretary

14 CFR Part 255
[Docket No. OST–2000–6984]

RIN 2105–AC75

Third Extension of Computer
Reservations Systems (CRS)
Regulations

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary,
Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Department is proposing
to revise its rules governing airline
computer reservations systems (CRSs),
14 CFR Part 255, for the third time by
changing the rules’ expiration date from
March 31, 2000, to March 31, 2001. If
the Department does not change the
expiration date, the rules will terminate
on March 31, 2000. The proposed
extension of the current rules will keep
them in effect while the Department
carries out its reexamination of the need
for CRS regulations. The Department
tentatively believes that the current
rules should be maintained because
they appear to be necessary for
promoting airline competition and
helping to ensure that consumers and
their travel agents can obtain complete
and accurate information on airline
services. The rules were previously
extended from December 31, 1997, to
March 31, 1999, and then to March 31,
2000.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before March 13, 2000.
ADDRESSES: Comments must be filed in
Room PL–401, Docket OST–2000–6984,
U.S. Department of Transportation, 400
7th St. SW., Washington, DC 20590.
Late filed comments will be considered
to the extent possible. To facilitate
consideration of comments, each
commenter should file six copies of its
comments.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas Ray, Office of the General
Counsel, 400 Seventh St. SW.,
Washington, DC 20590, (202) 366–4731.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 1992
the Department adopted its rules
governing CRS operations, 14 CFR Part
255, because almost all airlines
operating in the United States relied on
the CRSs in marketing their airline
services. 57 FR 43780 (September 22,
1992). We found that the rules were
necessary to ensure that the owners of
the systems—all of which were then
airlines or airline affiliates—did not use
them to unreasonably prejudice the
competitive position of other airlines or
to provide misleading or inaccurate
information to travel agents and their
customers. Travel agents relied on CRSs
to provide airline information and make
bookings for their customers, and almost
all airlines received most of their
bookings from travel agencies. These
factors made CRS rules necessary. As
revised, our rules will expire on March
31, 2000, unless we readopt them or
extend the expiration date. 64 FR 15127
(March 30, 1999). We began a
proceeding to determine whether the
rules are necessary and should be
readopted and, if so, whether they
should be modified, by issuing an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking.
62 FR 47606 (September 10, 1997). We
are proposing here to extend the
expiration date for the current rules to
March 31, 2001, so that they will remain
in force while we conduct our overall
reexamination of the rules.

We have set a short comment period
of ten days so that we can publish a
final decision on this proposal before
the rules’ current expiration date. Our
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
has given interested persons an
opportunity to comment on whether the
rules should be maintained. Almost all
of the commenters support a
continuation of the rules, albeit with
changes, and virtually none urges us to
end the rules.

The CRS Business
Four firms provide CRS services in

the United States. Each of them is
affiliated with one or more U.S. or
foreign airlines, although public

shareholders now hold a significant
amount of stock in three of them. A CRS
provides information on airline services
and other travel services sold through
the system to its users, who are typically
travel agents but include consumers
using Internet reservations services and
corporate travel departments. A person
using a CRS can find out what airline
seats and fares are available and book a
seat on each airline that ‘‘participates’’
in the system, that is, that makes its
services saleable through the CRS.
Travel agents access a CRS through
computer terminals.

Most of the revenues received by the
systems consist of the fees paid by
airlines and other travel suppliers
participating in a system. An airline
participant pays a fee whenever a
booking on that airline is made through
the system (most systems also charge
fees for related transactions, such as
booking changes and cancellations).
Other travel suppliers pay similar fees.
Many, but not all, travel agencies
subscribing to a system also pay fees,
but such subscriber fees, unlike airline
fees, are generally disciplined by
competition. The systems’ competition
for subscribers enables some travel
agencies to obtain CRS equipment and
services at little or no charge.

Regulatory Background
The Civil Aeronautics Board (‘‘the

Board’’), the agency formerly
responsible for the economic regulation
of the airline industry, initially adopted
the CRS rules. The Board did so because
the systems had become essential for
airline distribution in the early 1980s
due to the travel agents’ reliance on the
systems for investigating and booking
airline services. 49 FR 32540 (August
15, 1984). At that time each system
operating in the United States, with one
minor exception, was owned by a single
airline, and each owner airline was
using its system to prejudice competing
airlines and to give consumers biased or
incomplete information in order to
obtain more bookings. The Board found
that regulations were essential to keep
the systems from substantially injuring
airline competition and from misleading
consumers. The Board adopted its
regulations primarily under its authority
under section 411 of the Federal
Aviation Act, later recodified as 49
U.S.C. 41712, to prevent unfair methods
of competition and unfair and deceptive
practices in air transportation and the
sale of airline transportation. The
Board’s rules were affirmed on review.
United Air Lines v. CAB, 766 F.2d 1107
(7th Cir. 1985).

The Board’s major rules required each
system to make participation available
to all airlines on non-discriminatory
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